Th is article introduces a collection of studies of biological concepts crossing over to other disciplines and nonscholarly discourses. Th e introduction discusses the notion of nomadic concepts as introduced by Isabelle Stengers and explores its usability for conceptual history. Compared to traveling (Mieke Bal) and interdisciplinary (Ernst Müller) concepts, the idea of nomadism shift s the attention from concepts themselves toward the mobility of a concept and its eff ects. Th e metaphor of nomadism, as outlined in the introduction, helps also to question the relation between concepts' movement and the production of boundaries. In this way conceptual history can profi t from interaction with translation studies, where similar processes were recently discussed under the notion of cultural translation.
Introduction

Nomadic Concepts-Biological Concepts and Their Careers beyond Biology
tory: Elements of the Historical Dictionary of Philosophy) and Historisches Wörterbuch der Philosophie (Historical Dictionary of Philosophy), 1 various disciplines have been scrutinized in terms of their conceptual frameworks in a diachronic perspective, with a special interest in the way their respective concepts were developed, modeled, and molded into the ever tighter communication networks we now know as disciplines. In a recent dictionary of biological concepts, for instance, Georg Toepfer has shown that major changes in biological theory in the nineteenth century notwithstanding, biologists assimilated and adopted concepts originating as far back as antiquity.
2 Engaging with the history of such concepts is fundamental to be able to understand the development and trajectories of disciplines as we know them today.
Such projects more oft en than not focus on disciplinary networks as a point of departure. Recently, a group connected to Ernst Müller at the Center for Literary and Cultural Research in Berlin named another category called interdisciplinary concepts as the fi eld of inquiry.
3 Th e thematic group of articles presented here, however, takes yet another step forward, taking not the concepts but rather their movement across disciplinary boundaries as a starting point and evaluating the impact caused by their movement-for concepts themselves and on the cultural fi elds and disciplines they cross. Nomadic (Isabelle Stengers) or traveling (Mieke Bal) concepts move across disciplines, being imbued with new or changed meanings and at the same time retaining traces of old meanings while crossing these boundaries. Th ey are thus both stabilizers and agents of cultural productivity, cross-disciplinary fertilizers as well as representatives of disciplinary conservatism. Concepts are neither invariable "things", nor do they change only in time. Th e way they function and change depends on their cultural embedding: a concept in one discipline may operate diff erently than in another, making travel from one milieu to another a factor of modifi cation. Concepts can be thus metaphorized as being plastic. Th ey are a kit providing support to some arguments, but at the same time not endlessly formable, since they have a tendency to resist ways of use beyond the scope of their semiotic boundaries. More technically, one could speak about Introduction such concepts as always underdetermined or, to use Yehuda Elkana's metaphor, constantly in fl ux. 4 It is not diffi cult to argue, however, that concepts in general are subject to continuous movement. With the exception of those concepts existing in a single publication or in the vocabulary of a single author, they move through authors, communities, disciplines, languages, time, and/or space. Similarly, they enter diff erent media in which they are confi ned to particular modes of presentation. Sometimes they become rephrased and sometimes they remain "untranslatable" as a recently published dictionary suggests. 5 Our collection of studies, originating from a conference with the same title as this introduction held in October 2012 in Marburg, 6 gives attention precisely to these forms of nomadization and circulation of concepts using the example of biological concepts crossing over to other disciplines and nonscholarly discourses. 7 In this context, conceptual history enables concentration not only on the changes of the concept itself, but on the epistemological transformations caused by such transgressions as well.
Th e genealogy and idea of nomadic concepts as outlined below aligns our project with the idea of "interdisciplinary concepts" recently introduced by Ernst Müller, 8 who proposes a new "methodical frame for research" concentrating on the interdisciplinary character of concepts, particularly those in the natural sciences. Th e main interests are "concepts that, in circulation between diff erent disciplines, display diff erent semantics in each discipline, " 9 while concepts that were defi ned by individual disciplines and became cultural key concepts are only occasionally included. Th e very notion of interdisciplinarity focuses the lenses of inquiry on disciplines and, as Müller puts it, "transdisciplinary discursive orders, " 10 thus leaving other, nonscientifi c, concept-forming fi elds of knowledge aside. As this group of articles shows, not only is the circulation of biological concepts in nonscientifi c arenas as formative as that between disciplines; it also allows problematization of the very concept of disciplines itself. While we agree with many of the points raised by Müller and his colleagues, we are interested more in the routes of concepts, 11 their role in shift ing and propelling semantics, or even in mediating (with) existing fi elds to open new ones. While Müller's "interdisciplinary concepts" focus on concepts, the discussion of nomadic concepts here shift s the attention toward roaming and traveling, or simply the mobility of a concept and its eff ects. We feel that the two approaches address the same problem, namely, how to deal with tools developed for disciplinary analyses in a deconstructivist, poststructuralist manner. Th is apparent congruence of both projects has, however, not only a diff erent name, but also distinct roots and routes-in other words, a diff erent concept of the "history of concepts" in general.
Traveling and Nomadic Concepts
In an introduction to her seminal edited collection on the history of biological concepts, Isabelle Stengers introduced the idea of concepts nomades (nomadic concepts), characterized by a movement that is based on constant exchange between various disciplines. She further asks: "Why do certain scientifi c concepts lead a nomadic life, from one science to the next? What do they become as they travel from a "hard" science to a "soft " science, or the other way round? Does their meaning stay the same? Do they help to unify the fi eld of the sciences? Or do they rather complicate the picture?" 12 Th e nomadic lives of concepts have been presented and interpreted in the contributions to Stengers's collection through diverse examples ranging from "calculus" to "transfer", providing a lively, dynamic picture of exchange that blurs the commonly accepted boundaries between entities called disciplines. As Stengers accentuates, her key Introduction term to describe this movement, "propagation of concepts", can be understood in two ways: in "propagation of heat", it resembles distribution with dilution of the phenomenon, while in "epidemic propagation" it may stand for concepts that behave like bacteria such that the newly "infected" body becomes an autonomous center of further propagation. 13 Th is chain reaction-like process is, according to Stengers, the ideal type of conceptual movement in science, even if, unlike bacteria, concepts should be understood as fl exible entities.
14 In a publication from the same year as Stengers's, Christian Girard saw nomadic concepts as agents participating in a movement of rationality and as vectors of the exploration of multiple and heterogenic fi elds. 15 He stressed that in such a setting, a discipline should not be characterized as a stable entity or as an "autonomous conceptual system", but rather as a dynamic fi eld of conceptual relations-a "place of production of fi xed concepts, continuously intertwined with nomadic concepts; a fi eld of coexistence of multiplicities which can, without question, 'make a system' , but never in an integral and totalizing sense. " 16 Our project regards nomadic concepts as factors of change, based on the very concept of the nomad itself. Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari (nomadology) or, more recently, Rosi Braidotti (nomadic thought, nomadic subject, nomadic ethics) have also used the metaphor of nomadism to describe nonstandard, antiestablishment modes of philosophy. 17 Re-evaluating Kant's famous idea of antibourgeois skeptics being destructive, never-settled nomads, 18 they saw nomadism as a positive asset. Nomadic thinking was thus conceptualized as a way of thinking that transgressed traditional epistemological spheres and was therefore not limited by any boundaries, even the ones it had established itself. Nomadic thought, especially for Braidotti, was also a way to react against any form of methodological nationalism and Eurocentrism, which brought it closer to the conceptual remodeling proposed by postcolonial theory.
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While it is not our intention to follow this particular path-however tempting and rewarding it may be-the cultural-geographical aspect of no- madic concepts requires a special kind of attention. Th e history of concepts has paid too little attention to the known phenomenon of epistemic violence. Th e work of Reinhart Koselleck, which remains a very important point of reference, aimed more at bringing forward the common cultural heritage of particular groups or cultures than deconstructing them. 20 In contrast, by referring once more to the concept of concepts nomades, Oliver Christin shift ed his attention toward the cultural interdependence of scholarship and proposed critical refl ection on the terminology of social sciences that would concentrate on the processes of transgressions of cultural boundaries and of cultural adaptation: "Transfers are never innocent; they intervene also in precise contexts and serve the actors and specifi c aims. "
21 Th e idea of scientifi c concepts, conceived through the reference to change through movement, shift s toward these concepts being producers of diff erences in specifi c cultures. (Th e term "culture" should be understood here as a semiotic or signifying system, with reference to entities like disciplines, academic cultures, linguistic cultures, or diff erent social groups.) Even if they are expressed through neologisms, their productivity has to be analyzed recursively. Concepts that emulate similarity through terminology have a tendency to interfere with the cultural sets they are most closely associated with, and since the dichotomy of term and meaning may cause serious shortcomings in this sense, it seems appropriate to widen the conceptual networks involved in the process. Studies of interlingual translation addressed such issues in manifold ways and their fi ndings have proved important in terms of intercultural transfers as well. Introduction by many as the new framework in the (still) emerging fi eld of the study of culture. 23 Bal sees concepts as dynamic and changeable elements in a disciplinary framework of creating distinction, acting, if used properly, as "shorthand theories" and thus as a "third partner in the … interaction between critic and object". 24 Traveling concepts do not simply represent an object but rather construct and change it through new emphases and orderings. Consequently, it seems more fruitful to confront, as opposed to only applying, concepts and "cultural objects being examined". While concepts are "tools of intersubjectivity" that "facilitate discussion[s] on the basis of a common language", their embeddedness in disciplinary frameworks creates diff erent results each time: "[Concepts] travel-between disciplines, between individual scholars, between historical periods and between geographically dispersed academic communities. Between disciplines, their meaning, reach and operational value diff er. Th ese processes of diff ering need to be assessed before, during and aft er each 'trip' ." 25 Th is is an expression of what Bal considers the double cultural dynamics of movement. Both the moving bodies and places visited alter themselves and others during the process. Th is widens the scope of our interest in concepts of movement from the simple act of travel and its consequences to the transformations and translations taking place on the road. Bal's "traveling concepts" can be seen as one of the recent highlights in the study of culture in Europe. 27 Such projects approach traveling concepts through the lens of the emerging fi eld of the study of culture and with reference to the deconstruction of stable disciplines that had constructed their own identity as in-between fi elds. 28 Rather than countering this trend, we wish to shift approaches entirely and turn the analytic lens on the nomadic element of concepts. Bal explained her transition from "nomadic" to "traveling" concepts to include an element of choice, with a simultaneous loss in the analysis of the mobile habitat. 29 Both metaphors have, of course, serious shortcomings-the romantic, almost orientalizing notion of the roaming movement of nomads on the one hand, and the agency-centered travel and the predetermined return home on the other. Th is last issue was also the reason why in German, and recently in Polish, Bal's term was translated as wandernde Begriff e (rambling concepts) and wędrujące pojęcia (roaming/wandering concepts). 30 None of these metaphors, however, imply the possibility of the simultaneous existence of one single concept in several distinct locations at the same time, an allusion present in Stengers's idea of "epidemic propagation". Both nomadic and traveling concepts share a strong pull toward interdisciplinarity and the permanent mobility of concepts.
31 Th e metaphor of nomadism, however, is more suitable to address the hybridity of the fi elds across which concepts move. While travel implies existing cultural diff erence between the place of origin and the destination, the metaphor of nomadism does not. In this case, diff erence can be also a product of the movement itself. Similarly to the above-mentioned concept of interdisciplinarity, travel consequently implies an inherent concept of boundary, which nomadism should help to question. Th is distinction is especially important when we consider that boundaries between fi elds and disciplines, sciences and humanities, as well as between what is considered a scientifi c fi eld and a social fi eld, are blurred, continuous endeavors to stabilize these entities notwithstanding. Stating that a culture is traversed also implies the existence of culture as an entity. Th e analysis of nomadic concepts, however, should do the opposite as well, and show how the existence of a particular fi eld or culture can at the same time be transgressed and stabilized by the use of concepts. As for Deleuze and Braidotti, the nomadic component should imply criticism of established hi-2001), 125-145. However, it remains questionable the extent to which the use of the "fi eld in-between" metaphor does not in fact constitute a claim for new disciplinary territory.
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Beyond Boundaries
Several points will be raised throughout the articles concerning the modes of nomadism and its eff ects: the articles engage with questions of movement across disciplines, time, space, and media; the use of concepts as supporters of one's claims and interests; and strategies of objectifi cation by making reference to their scientifi c character. While these issues will be addressed more thoroughly in the individual contributions, we would like to raise two additional questions at this point: the issue of "boundary" and the question of "translation proper". Th ese issues are less accentuated, but in our view just as central to understanding the transformation of mobile concepts.
Th e question of boundaries between disciplines or cultures is an issue we feel has not been given enough attention in the recent historiography of concepts and historical semantics. Th e idea of two or three scientifi c cultures, and the dubious existence of the science-technology-culture divide, has been a constant problematized presence in scholarship for several decades, and the debate has further intensifi ed in recent years. Th e idea of a division between pure and applied science as well as the point of thinking strictly within disciplines are similarly hotly debated topics. Cultures as constructs, as stabilized images of fl uid exchange movements, have been thematized by postcolonial theoreticians. While we acknowledge the existence of disciplines and cultures as entities structuring and organizing research, the idea of nomadic concepts was originally conceived in terms of countering the stability of such entities through the movement of their elements.
To use the metaphor constructed by Brian Massumi, concepts may as well be visualized as bricks on which courthouses of disciplinary or cultural reason are constructed, serving what Th omas Gieryn called boundary work. 32 Ethnos or nation, βίος or socios may be the most obvious examples for this imagery. At the same time, concepts may also act as boundary objects (Susan Leigh Star, James R. Griesemer) and compose trading zones (Peter Galison). 33 Th ey con-stitute the very basis of processes framed as transfer of knowledge or cultural translation. While many concepts, biological or not, were formed precisely at the crossroads or in-between spheres, 34 one could well ask whether this position is not exactly the most common occurrence, whereas the position within is a momentary state mostly highlighted for analytic and political convenience. Concepts, like that of "race", developed and were developed precisely at the intersection between politics, society, culture, science, and religion, with movements and reifi cation running in all directions.
35 Th e critical reading of historical literature and the historiography of the history of science gives the impression that while the multidependence of "race" is acknowledged, the question of who is to be "blamed" for the deadly turn it took in the twentieth century remains an open, hotly debated one. In this regard, distinctions were made for political purposes to avoid problematic associations with the scientifi c community and to comply with their assertions following 1945 of being abused and being pressurized by ideologist politicians despite preferring to remain "pure" and "apolitical". 36 Taking the Latourian perspective on historical narration and starting with an object and then telling the history of networks it produced may change the view not only on how a given concept was formed, but also how it formed and reformed discourses from various points of analysis. To return to Christian Girard, the analysis of nomadic concepts should concentrate on the conceptual systems and the processes in which they are produced and stabilized, bringing back the history of concepts from antiquarian analysis to a more dynamic view of concepts and their fi elds of infl uence 
Concepts and Translation
In recent years, authors of conceptual history have paid increasing attention to the infl uence historical semantics and the diff erences between languages have on the development of concepts. Comparative analyses or studies on the cultural transfer have been particularly helpful in showing that the lingual component of a concept plays a signifi cant role in its infl uence. As Gottfried Gabriel emphasizes, many arguments about words were "in many cases … not 'merely' about words, but about the linguistic and thus conceptual structure of the world. " 37 Lexical diff erence should therefore be taken seriously, as it can generate trajectories in which a concept that is thought to have the same meaning becomes diff erent through adaptation within a given language. Xiong Yuezhi has shown this convincingly in the context of early translations of the concepts of "liberty", "democracy", and "president" into Chinese. In a land without a deep history or established traditions in parliamentarism and democratic ideas, the connection of new ideas to existing words complicated the linking of these concepts with liberal meanings and thus prevented their infl uencing the future development of liberal thought. 38 In imperial contexts, where political concepts were thought to be understandable among all cultures and linguistic groups of the state, the issue of managing linguistic and conceptual equivalence was in many cases of some concern to the central administration. a smaller scale, the problem of conceptual idiosyncrasy can be seen in current gender studies, as the English-language distinction between sex and gender cannot be easily translated into Romance languages, as the respective words already have diff erent meanings; 40 in German and some Slavic languages, "gender" was a neologism and remained as such in the academic discourse.
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A few proposals have been put forward-like a suggestion to introduce the term Genus as opposed to Geschlecht, or to make a distinction between soziales Geschlecht and biologisches Geschlecht in German (the latter practice has also been adopted in Hungarian and Polish). 42 Th ese attempts are part of the reason for the oft en hesitant acceptance of this conceptual duality, but at the same time they are also helpful in rethinking the situatedness of gender in Anglo-American thought.
Looking at concepts either in their interlingual transitions or comparing their behavior in diff erent linguistic communities and cultural contexts can thus not only help our understanding of the limits of universality and globalization, but to refl ect on the boundaries of the concepts as well. Th ese boundaries are oft en quite fl exible, depending on and determined by the agenda and agency of translators, readers, and other agents of transmission. Flexibility, moreover, is not only a characteristic attribution of boundaries, but also of terms, terminologies, and concepts, especially in cases when they are in the process of transformation themselves. A good example of this is how the Hungarian word faj corresponds to both species and race, and the impact this has made not only on translations and academic discussions of Darwin's work, but also on how these concepts were integrated into political discourse on racial sciences in the public sphere. Discussions about the boundaries of a concept while trying to decide the most "proper" translation are not infrequent or particularly unexpected. Th ierry Hoquet has aptly illustrated the problem with the example of the translation of the Darwinian concept of natural selection. 43 
Introduction
Wolf Feuerhahn in his contribution to this volume similarly shows that concepts frequently considered to be the same in two languages-namely, "milieu" and Umwelt-are not "translations" but are terms closely related to their linguistic embedding and thus national past.
Such changes in translation can aff ect whole research programs, and this extends to the natural sciences. In Polish, the term for oxygen was formed without reference to the concept of acids (oxygène is literally "he who creates acids"), but from the root tlić (smolder, decay), which means that the expression "acids without oxygen" (kwasy beztlenowe) is not an oxymoron, as it would be in other languages. 44 As a result, the Polish research programs developed on such acids are unique from an international perspective. Th e opposite can also occur, and the impossibility of translation may hinder conceptual transfer. For instance, Heidegger's concept of Vor-stellen, based on the equivocation of imagination and moving something in front of something else, can hardly be rendered into other languages, thus requiring excessive explanations to match the meaning. 45 With the exception of philosophy, however, translation studies have not dealt with the sciences and the humanities, leaving this fi eld still open to scholarly inquiry.
Th e recent cultural turn in translation studies-that is, the turn toward cultural translation or translatio/n bringing together the theories and methods of translating between diff erent languages and the ideas of translating between various cultures-is not necessarily characterized by an overwhelming focus on linguistic diff erence. 46 Th is brings the mechanisms of translation close to what we describe as nomadism, or a change in movement that aff ects all actors and cultures in question and at the same time aff ects the creation of diff erence. 47 Yet, while translation studies are oft en more interested in ways translations aff ect cultures, or what we could generalize as the mechanism of cultural change, nomadic concepts focus more closely on the translations themselves and the way they interact with scientifi c and cultural contexts.
Beyond the Nature and Culture Divide: Biological Concepts and Their Careers beyond Biology
Th e following articles analyze biological concepts and their movement through time and space. Nevertheless, our understanding of biological concepts does not necessarily follow the Grundbegriff e of the biological sciences; it is based on concepts that were formed by and through the process of inclusion in the scheme of biological terms, or were imbued with meanings originating from them. Th e concept of the nation, for instance, represented a conceptual tool for the biological sciences for only a short period of time, yet the social impact of this phase depended-and in some cases still depends-to a great extent on this brief encounter with the life sciences. Th e whole range of biological sciences-from aerobiology to zoology, including even some fi elds of the life sciences such as anthropology-constitutes what we see as Gottfried Reinhold Treviranus's original concept of biology, that is, a set of disciplines concerned with "diff erent forms and manifestations of life. " 48 While the twenty-fi rst century was oft en welcomed as a century of biology and biotechnology, 49 Foucault claimed in Th e Order of Th ings that discourses of modernity aft er 1800 were closely associated with the discourse of anthropology, from which they borrowed concepts and methods. In this context, eugenics, social hygiene, and race theory can be mentioned as examples of how societal discourse intertwined with biological concepts, and the same can be said about less controversial concepts such as generation, stress, or intelligence. 50 In more recent history, biological concepts of the gene or the double Introduction helix have powerfully altered the way we think about the world. Th e double helix and its semantic extension, the triple helix, were seen, for example, as models for conceiving the modern knowledge economy, and probably everyone who uses the Internet has heard about the "meme", a crude translation of the gene concept into "culture". 51 Th erefore, special attention will be given to the intersection between the life sciences and concepts that regulate everyday society. Th e same can be said about biological concepts that have some impact on other scientifi c disciplines. For example, the latest developments in neurology or the zoology of emotions have infl uenced historiography. 52 Hans-Jörg Rheinberger's notion of experimental systems, originating from the biosciences, currently not only stimulates research in the history of science, but is also applied to art history and literary studies. 53 Similar things can be said about the way in which literature and the visual arts have interacted with biology-not as a one-way borrowing, but rather as an exchange of concepts. Various approaches to and styles of narration, the diversity of ideas about the relations between the human and the nonhuman, diff erent forms of visual presentation and materiality of models could be named here among the many other potential examples for such exchanges.
Th e articles published in this issue deal precisely with ways biological concepts intertwine with social discourse. Andreas Musolff looks at the nomadization of the concept of "social parasite" between biological and social domains from antiquity to the present and from ancient Greece through Soviet Russia to the modern-day United States. As he shows, the metaphor of the parasite did not travel in one direction only, but its use in social discourse also infl uenced its biological applications. Musolff brings actors back into conceptual history when he claims that the longevity of the social parasite metaphor depends less on "any inherent semantic characteristics of its source and target inputs, but on the ability of its users to engage with its polysemy and remain open to new scientifi c and social insights. " 54 Th e article by Wolf Feuerhahn also brings forward the way actors perceive and codify concepts: here dealing with "national" careers of alleged synonyms, "milieu" and Umwelt. As he argues, 55 in nineteenth-century German scholarship "milieu" was understood through intense reception of Hyppolite Taine's theories as a politically laden French term, against which biologist and philosopher Jakob von Uexküll coined his politically laden concept of Umwelt. Th is "antimilieu" Umwelt, now simply translated as "milieu", became than the point of reference for Deleuze and the theory of nomadism in general.
Julian Bauer's article looks at yet another biological key concept-that of an "organism"-and the way it came to play a crucial role in social sciences in the twentieth century. Considering "organism" as a boundary object and combining this approach with the analysis of semantic fi elds, he traces the fi rst organism-based rearrangements of social sciences in the functionalist thinking of Albert Schäffl e and Guillaume de Greef. Deontologizing the reality, their use of the concept paved the way for twentieth-century organicists and most importantly for the world systems theory of, among others, Niklas Luhmann.
Stefan Halft , on the other hand, deals with a more recent concept-that of a "clone". With reference to Hans-Jörg Rheinberger and Günter Abel, Halft describes it as a hybrid epistemic object, shaped and fi lled with meaning at the intersection of popular media and science. Here nomadization between two fi elds of human inquiry blurs boundaries between them and raises the question to what extent literature and fi lm shapes scientifi c concepts and discourses even in the recent professionalized technosciences.
In all the articles it is clear that nomadic movement of the concepts in question sheds light not only on the concepts themselves, but also on the domains they cross and simultaneously rearrange. As especially Feuerhahn and Musolff show, conceptual nomadism is infl uenced by the local cultural contexts, and the way culture-bound actors perceive certain concepts. Th us, the implementation of a concept in a new environment is an interaction that not only puts stronger contours on certain characteristics of the concept, but also on the diff erence between cultures.
Th at said, biological concepts, however, are only one example of the potential nomadic concepts may have in questioning and re-evaluating customarily accepted cultural entities. Turning the analysis in this direction, there is Introduction a multiplicity of intrinsic connections that appear beyond social, cultural, and disciplinary structures conventionally used to order the intelligible world. If we acknowledge that language communities present diff erent types of cultures, not unlike disciplines, as suggested by semioticians such as Jurij Lotman, then this also seems to suggest that the concept of nomadic concepts can be applied to processes of translations in-between and across these language communities. Th is points once more (along the lines of the already discussed contribution of Braidotti) toward the affi nity of our approach with postcolonial studies, in this case especially with Homi Bhabha's notions of hybridity and "culture as translation. " Ironically, we end up with three concepts that have much to do with biology, although their trajectories-which, to our knowledge, still await scholarly inquiry-could not have been more diff erent: hybridity, culture, and translation. We hope that our concept of nomadic concepts will thus be read as an open one, and, to come back to the title of this introduction, will indeed translate beyond the history of biological concepts.
